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The Case for

"+ My model for brevity is a British solicitor who
was my colleague on a panel of lawyers in London.
“When his turn came, he said his topic was to-com-
pare the antitrust laws of Britain, Germany and
: France. He said: o ‘ . :
“1 shall do it in three sentences: -

** “In Britain, anything that s not expressly forbid-

-denisailowed. .

““In Germany, anything that 1s not tz»xpressll"'j'r.-aitl"-f‘f } : ous -1
: v """ forces are primarily a function of the size of the de-

. fowed is forbidden.. :

“In France, everything is forbidden, but almost -~ fe !
AT percent of that budget and, when the budget comes

. anything can be arranged.”

~ Icannot present the case for SALT in three topic.,
sentences, but I can do it in four. All of them are --

“ related to our national defense.

1) I your prineipal comcern is to maintain US.
- strategic equivalence, we have a better chance of
_doing so with SALT II than without it.

'2) It your principal concern is to maintain the
combat efficiency-and readiness of our non-nu- -

clear forces, we have a better chance of doing 50
with SALT [ than withoutit. - .~

 8) It your principal concern is strengthe};ing tha :
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For these three reasons, it will be more difficult to
‘maintain strategic equivalence without SALT R than
with it. Without it, the Soviets can add more t0 the
power of their own forces, widen any advantage

" they may achieve in the early 1680s and conceal

from us what they are doing. All this will lengthen
the time and increase both the cost to us and the un-
certainty of maintaining parity. ..~ -
* The-strength -and: readiness of our ‘nop-nuclear

tense budget. Our nuclear forces-are only Wie 15
out too low, it s the conventional forces that suffer.

Part of this is due to the budget-balancing imper-
ative that must motivate all presidents, but most of

" the responsibility lies on the floor of Congress.

"resolve and the nuclear and conventional capabil-

"ity of the NATO alliance, we have a better chance
of doing so with SALT Il than withoutit. **

4) If your principal concern is to- get on with

deeper cuts in the nuclear arsenals of both sides
than SALT II itself achieves, we have a better
chance of doing so with SALT II than withoutit. -

" The secretary of defense, the Joint Chiefs of

_Staff and the commander of the Strategic Air

' Command believe we have a better chance to-

‘maintain strategic equivalence with SALT II than
without it. They have three main reasons: o
e SALT II's limits (and those of the protocol) do

‘not bar the United States from carrying out any

_strategic weapons program the Joint Chiefs now
plan, within the time span they nowplan. * ...~
-» SALT II's limits will restrain the Soviet Union.

At their present rate of launcher construction and

conversion, the Soviets could readily surpass the var-

ious launcher ceilings before 18835, At their present -
rate of missile development; they could readily de- -
ploy more than one new light missile type by 1885, -

and they could readily deploy MIRVed heavy

missiles with more than 19__\@:1}@@3_“&& by o

o Without SALT II's provisions to assist
verification, we would know. much less
about what the Soviets are actually
doing than it SALT II. were in effect. -
Most important, the Soviets could
conceal their new developments in -
ways SALT 1 forbids—for ex- -
ample, by ‘encrypting all the tel-
emetry on each missilotest. . -, .

s . The writer zs counsel to the president.

‘Over the past 10 years, Congress has cut defense

appropriations some 340 billion below what. prest~-

dents have requested. - R P

Ratification of SALT will help upgrade our con-
ventional forces in two ways. First, achieving the re-
quired 67 vates depends on forging a new consensus

_in the Senate between those who will accept BALTH

- in order to win support for greater defense expendi- -
. tures and those who.will accept greater defense ex-

“penditures in order to win support for SALT IL This
consensus I8 likely to shatter.in the aftermath of a

failure to ratify SALT II. Second, whatever the level .
" of the defense budget, more of it would have to go

inte strategic nuclear weapons, if SALT II were not

" ratified, in order to keep up with the additional

" Soviet nucledr buildup that would then occur. Whats

ever the level of defense expenditures, approval of |
SALT II.will free up more of the ayallable d_efe_nsa_’

* resources for conventional forces.

1f there is any issue that commands a consensus
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' of the Senata, it Is the support and strengthening of

the NATO alliance and its military capability—nu-
clear and conventional. Failure to ratify SALT

" would have the general impact of weakening Amer-

jca’s position of leadership in the alliance. As Hel-
mut Schmidt sald in his recent Economist inter-
view, how can NATO depend on the leadership and

the commitments of a nation that negotiates a ma-
* jor military treaty over a seven-year period under
- three administrations of hoth parties, and then can-

not ohtain the approval of its own legisiature?

. Failure to ratify would also have an adverse im-
pact-on NATO’s actions to'deploy in Europe modern-
ized and longer-range U.S. nuclear weapons systems,
50 s to offset the threat of the Soviet 8520. Fortha

~NATO governments in-Europe, a decision to deploy

under American control nuclear weapons capable of

reaching targets in the Soviet Union is a political de-.

cision of great internal and external consequence,

¥For them, the decision to-deploy the new weaponsis

Jjustifiable on two parallel grounds: military needs,

“and as the first step in a'plan to negotiate theater nu-’
‘<lear weapon limitations, These limitations would be
in the context of SALT IIl, alongside the further in-|
_tercontinental limitations that will also be part of
' SALT TI. But such'a plan depends upon the exist-

ence of SALT I That is one reason the heads of so-
‘many European governments have pubhcly and pri-
vately urged the ratification of SALTIL.

SALT 1I does nof cut the existing strategic arse-

-nals very deeply. But it does ban completely many
‘ systems now on the drawmg boards, and it places

other avenyes of breakout and prohferation

 Above all, it lays the basic groundwork for further

- cuts in SALT 1. I would liken thé SALT Il treaty toa

‘Wall Street bond indenture. 1t contains all the criti-

cal definitions, all- the warranties and covenants, all

.-the events of defauit, all the procedures for notice
-~and consultation.. Once this basic indenture is in

‘place-—whether for a $100 million bond issue or for

launcher ceilings and sub-ceilings of 2,400, 1,320 and

-1,200—it is a relatively simple matter to negotiate an

Increase in the size of the bond issue or a decrease in,

.- the level of the launcher ceilings, . -
7 But if we have no SALT II, no basie hond ine
. denture, then the future negotiation of agree-

" ments on lower ceilings will be incomparably |

-+ more difficult. As in SALT II, agreement on
. any one point will depend on agreement
+*.” on-all other points. All the definitions, all
.the ~counting and . non-concealment

_rules will have to be traded out again,

‘Without SALT I in place, an agree-|

R :mient on deeper cuts would proba-.
b!y take many more years to
achieve.
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